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Abstract 
This empirical study focuses on IS departments, investigates their configurations, and 
assesses their performance. It adopts the configurational approach to cluster IS 
departments based on their strategy and structure attributes. A nation-wide survey of 
217 IS departments was conducted in Canadian business organizations. Cluster analysis 
was performed, which led to the emergence of three IS department configurations. The 
more strategy- and structure-oriented departments are, the higher their performance 
is. IS departments with a medium performance are the ones that focus more on their 
strategy than on their structure, whereas those who put more emphasis on their 
structure and less on their strategy achieve the lowest performance. 
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Introduction 
Business units within organizations like information systems (IS) departments have their own strategy 
and structure that are not necessarily the same as the ones elaborated at the corporate level (Chen et al. 
2010). The same observation applies to the performance of these units which should contribute to the 
performance of the organization as a whole but may not be evaluated with the same criteria. As far as we 
know, limited research has looked at the strategy and the structure of IS departments and how the 
combinations of strategy and structure attributes influence their performance. To address this, we 
propose to explore the various configurations of IS departments that may naturally emerge based on the 
clustering of the attributes of the strategy and the structure of IS departments. We also take into 
consideration the performance of IS departments in order to discover which clusters perform best. 
Theoretical Background 
Organizations consist of various departments that have their own underlying strategy and structure, 
which define and direct their goals (Miles and Snow 1978; Broderick and Boudreau 1991). Strategy and 
structure are two high-level constructs that shape the long-term planning as well as the day-to-day 
activities of the organization. Studying these constructs is essential in order to better understand the 
dynamics through which they interact with each other as well as with other organizational ones, like 
performance, using the configurational approach (Miller 1986; 1996). 
Organizational strategy corresponds to a set of decisions that guides an organization and influences its 
performance (Hambrick 1980). It is used to articulate the organizational course of actions for goals 
achievement (Snow and Hrebiniak 1980). Strategy has been studied in the organizational context where 
each type of business strategy was regarded as a set of particular characteristics with a common strategic 
orientation (Ansoff and Stewart 1967; Miles and Snow 1978; Porter 1980). Organizational structure is 
defined as the “design of organization through which the enterprise is administered” (Chandler 1962, 
p.16). It plays a major role in determining the locus of authority for each position within an organization 
and hence is critical in the configuration of the organizational resources (Hall and Saias 1980).  
The discussion evolving around strategy and structure and their relationship with organizational 
performance has attracted a lot of attention (Chandler 1962; Miles and Snow 1978; Rumelt 1991; Yin and 
Zajac 2004). Such research has been bound by the contingent notion of “fit”, which was hypothesized to 
lead to better performance. However, linking organizational performance to the fit between these two 
constructs, without considering the natural settings in which they exist, may carry some limitations in 
relation to the findings obtained. Consequently, there is a need to study the relationship between strategy 
and structure and their association with performance, not only at the organizational level but at other 
levels such as the IS department.  
The notion of strategy and structure has been carried over to various domains within organizations, 
including information systems. Henderson and Venkatraman (1993) discussed the formation of alignment 
between business strategy, IT strategy, organizational infrastructure, and IT infrastructure. Substantial 
research was conducted to test their framework and found that alignment between some of those 
constructs enhance organizational performance (Bergeron et al. 2004; Chan et al. 1997; Croteau and 
Bergeron 2001; Sabherwal et al. 2001). Other studies have portrayed the relationship between business 
structure and IT infrastructure structure (Croteau et al 2001; Ein-Dor and Segev 1982; Lee and Leifer 
1992). Brown and Magill (1994) investigated various designs of IS structures and the organizational 
rationale for choosing them, and found that IS structure falls on a continuum between two extreme poles: 
centralized and decentralized IS structures. Research have paid attention to the types of decisions taken 
by leaders in the context of IT governance (Weill and Ross 2005) or have investigated the leadership role 
assumed by CIOs (Bassellier et al. 2003; Bassellier and Benbasat 2004; Kettinger et al. 2011).  
Different approaches for evaluating the performance in relation to IS were also used. Some focused on 
specific units of analysis like the IS groups or projects when assessing IS performance (Nelson and 
Cooprider 1996; Barki et al. 2001; Wallance et al. 2004). However limited research has examined the 
performance of the IS department as a whole (Pitt et al. 1995). Therefore there is a need to reach a unified 
measure of this construct (Wade and Hulland 2004). 
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There appears to be a scarcity of studies focusing on the relationship between the configurations of 
strategy and structure attributes at the IS department level. This suggests that the various configurations 
of IS departments might have been understudied. Our research is designed to fill this gap, which may be 
due to the focus on IT strategy and IT infrastructure, associated to their impact on organizational 
performance, rather than the combination of the strategy and the structure of IS departments, in 
association with the performance of the IS department. In order for the IS field to strengthen its position 
among other areas in the business field, there is a persistent need for IS researchers to conduct research 
that provide valuable insights from an IS perspective (Baskerville and Myers 2002; Weber 2003). 
Configurations 
This research adopts the configurational approach to understand the IS department environment. The 
configurational approach refers to a school where the attributes of the whole are not limited to those of its 
parts (Mintzberg 1990). A configurational perspective emphasizes the holistic consideration in 
understanding entities and argues that units cannot be understood in separation; instead, these units 
acquire their meaning from the whole (Meyer et al. 1993; Short et al. 2008). Miller (1996, p.509) defined 
a configuration as “the degree to which an organization’s attributes are orchestrated and connected by a 
single theme”, which is similar to Venkatraman’s (1989) view of fit as gestalt that reflects the “internal 
coherence among a set of theoretical attributes” (p. 432). The gestalt approach proposed by Venkatraman 
(1989) entails investigating a criteria-free coherence among many variables without being concerned in 
specifying the form of the existing relationship. As such, this approach aims at investigating emerging 
trends of relationships between common attributes. Configurations are based on facts contrary to 
typologies that are derived from the theory (Miller 1996). Researchers have often used the terms gestalts 
and configurations interchangeably to refer to groups of characteristics, attributes, or variables that 
commonly co-exist (Bergeron et al. 2004; Dess et al. 1993; Raymond and Croteau 2006). Dess et al. 
(1993) considered the term configuration “to be synonymous with both gestalt and archetype” (p. 776).  
Adopting the configurational approach suggests that various strategy and structure attributes come 
together to create a unique identity for IS departments. This perspective emphasizes the holistic synthesis 
as its mode of inquiry and frees the components of the configuration from any linear or causal 
relationship. Therefore, this approach does not assume that a specific department strategy would lead to a 
certain department structure, nor does it suggest that a set of attributes lead to the existence of a 
respective configuration. Instead, it proposes the emergence of different existent IS department 
configurations based on the holistic constellation of their strategy and structure attributes.  
Methodology 
This research has two specific objectives. First, it aims at uncovering emergent configurations formed by 
strategy and structure attributes of IS departments. Second, this research aims at exploring the 
performance of IS departments in relation to the various emerging configurations. The following two 
research questions will be addressed through an exploratory research in order to achieve the above two 
objectives:  
1) What are the different configurations emerging from the mapping of IS departments strategy and 
structure attributes? 
2) What are the relationships between the IS departments configurations and their performance? 
A literature review revealed the lack of studies investigating the constructs under investigation (strategy, 
structure, and performance) at the IS department level. However, past research studied some attributes 
related to the constructs, more often measured at the firm level instead of the IS department level. This 
process enabled the identification of the main attributes that characterize these constructs and identify a 
pool of potential questions that could be adapted to assess an IS department. The definitions for each 
construct are presented in Table 1 as well as the studies from which such questions were adapted.  
Once this set of questions was identified, four interviews with practitioners in the field were conducted. 
These interviews pinpointed the questions that did not relate adequately to the IS department, provided 
some additional questions that are specific to the IS department, and helped in tuning the relevant 
questions from the literature to fit the context of the IS department.  
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The essential steps involved in the instrument development were followed, as indicated by Moore and 
Benbasat (1991). Card sorting was used to identify any ambiguity and assess initial discriminant and 
convergent construct validity. Once all items pertaining to the context of the study were identified and 
phrased appropriately to reflect their respective constructs, a focus group of six experts in the field were 
presented with four envelopes labeled “IS department strategy”, “IS department structure”, “IS 
department performance”, and “Not applicable”. A separate envelope containing all the items (each on a 
separate card) was given to the respondents who were asked to place each item in the envelope to which 
they believed it best belongs. Items that were unclear or reflecting two or more concepts were put in the 
“Not applicable” envelop.  
Table 1. Definition and Studies used for the Development of each Construct 
Construct Definition Sources 
IS department 
strategy 
Determination of the basic long-term 
goals and objectives of an IS department, 
the adoption of courses of action and the 
allocation of resources necessary for 
carrying out these goals 
Bergeron et al. 2004; Parnell 1997; 
Sabherwal et al. 2001; Segev 1987  
IS department 
structure 
Design of the organization through which 
the IS department is administered 
Deshpande and Zaltman 1982; Hage and 
Dewar 1973; Menon et al. 1990; Montanari 
and Freedman 1981; Zanzi 1987 
IS department 
performance 
Degree of success in meeting the IS 
department’s pre-defined objectives and 
goals 
Chang and King 2005; DeGroot and 
Brownlee 2006; Harrison-Walker 2002; 
Parasuraman et al. 1985; Pitt et al. 1995; 
Ray et al. 2005 
 
Once all responses were collected, Cohen’s (1960) kappa was computed for all the items. Items in the “Not 
applicable” envelope were either removed or rephrased to eliminate ambiguity. Based on the card sorting  
exercise, six questions were identified as unclear, and subsequently reworded to eliminate ambiguity. 
Furthermore, five other questions were deleted due to major disagreement between the judges on the 
construct that they reflect. The overall level of agreement between participants in the card sorting exercise 
was 0.90 as indicated by the global Kappa coefficient of agreement (Landis and Kosh 1977). Specifically, 
the agreement on the set of questions within each category was as follow: IS department strategy 
questions (17 items, Kappa = 0.85); IS department structure questions (13 items, Kappa = 0.94); and IS 
department performance questions (19 items, Kappa = 0.88). 
Following the card sorting exercise, the survey was formatted and pre-tested with nine experts in the field. 
Specifically, these experts were asked to provide their opinions and feedback about the instrument (length 
of the instrument, format of the scales, content validity of the constructs, and clarity of the questions). 
Based on their input and recommendations, minor modifications were incorporated to improve the 
instrument. The final survey included four pages that assessed the constructs under study in this research 
project, as well as general information about the respondents and their respective IS departments and 
organizations. The first section “IS Department Strategy” included 17 questions that investigated various 
dimensions of the IS department strategy. The second section “IS Department Structure” included 13 
questions. The third section “IS Department Performance” included 19 questions measuring the 
performance of the IS department. All of these questions were assessed on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly Agree”, and “0 = Not Applicable”. Finally, the last section 
“Organizational and Respondent Profiles” included 15 questions distributed as follow: four questions 
asking about the structure of the respective organizations on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = 
Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly Agree”, and “0 = Not Applicable”; two questions assessing (through 
checking) the strategy and industry of the organization; and 9 open-ended questions investigating the 
organizational and respondent configurations.  
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Sample 
The study population consisted of a random sample (n = 1998) of CIO / IT directors in Canadian 
organizations, excluding universities / colleges and government. The dataset and contacts of the 
respondents were obtained from the “Directory of Top Computer Executives in Canada”. The package sent 
contained the survey, a return pre-paid envelope, and a cover letter explaining the study and providing 
the link to the online version of the survey. Data from the survey were collected over a period of three 
months. In order to maximize the response rate, a reminder postcard, with a link to the online version of 
the survey, was sent to all potential respondents two weeks after the original mailing of the package. A 
total number of 173 packages could not be delivered by the postal services and were returned as “wrong 
addresses”. Overall, 154 respondents completed the paper version of the survey, and 63 respondents filled 
the online one, leading to a total of 217 responses for a response rate of 11.9 %. This is comparable to rates 
reported in similar circumstances. For instance, Barthélemy and Quélin (2006) reported a rate of 11% and 
Poppo and Zenger (1998) obtained a response rate of 6%. 
Respondents included directors (35.5%), followed by managers (27%), CIOs (16%), and vice president / 
president of their respective organizations (14%). Only a small percent of the respondents (3.2%) reported 
having a technical position including architects, technicians, and analysts. A few (2.8%) indicated other 
job titles such as coordinator, leader, and controller. The majority of the respondents (71.4%) had 
information technology as their area of specialization. In general, the respondents had an average of 14 
years of experience within their respective organizations. Around 18% of the organizations were in 
services, 17% in finance and insurance, 17% in manufacturing, 9% in transportation, 8% in information, 
and around 5% in utilities and retail, respectively. Overall, the organizations varied in size with the 
number of employees ranging between 12 and 186,000 (mean = 4,154 employees). The IS departments 
varied in size with an average reported number of employees of 54 and an average number of three 
hierarchical levels. The average IS department budget in the sample was 10 million dollars.  
In order to assess the representativeness of the sample, it was compared to the overall distribution of 
Canadian companies (Statistics Canada 2012). The distribution of the respondents is very similar to the 
Canadian industrial distribution, with the exception of retail, which is under-represented in the sample (it 
represents approximately 15% of the employment in Canada). Apart from that, the large sectors (services, 
finance and insurance, and manufacturing) match the distribution of Canadian industry sector. There is 
no apparent reason for the under-representation of the retail sector. However, there is no indication that 
it would have changed the results. Also, in order to assess the non-response bias, late respondents were 
compared with the other respondents. As previous research that showed that late respondents shared 
many characteristics with non-respondents (Oppeinheim 1966), no statistical differences were found in 
our sample when comparing strategy, structural, and performance attributes of late-respondents with 
early ones. These elements suggest that the sample is representative of Canadian corporations.   
Data Analysis 
The first step in identifying the configurations was to unearth the underlying factors that formed the IS 
department strategy and IS department structure constructs. An exploratory factor analysis was 
performed in order to make sure that the questions included in the survey measured what they were 
supposed to measure. Furthermore, another purpose of this analysis was to ensure that there are no high 
cross-loadings suggesting a lack of discriminant validity. EQS was adopted to perform confirmatory factor 
analysis of the measurement items resulting from the exploratory factor analysis. Carrying a confirmatory 
factor analysis of the measurement model helps in clarifying the measurement structure of the variables 
through providing the fit between the collected data and the theoretical factor structure. It further 
satisfies the requirements of unidimensionality, convergent validity and discriminant validity (Teo et al. 
2003). Measures of goodness of fit were determined (Table 2), and minor refinements to the 
measurement model were made necessitating the removal of three questions measuring the IS 
department internal structure.  
Based on the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, four IS department strategy factors (IT 
principles, IT effort, recovery planning, and IT resource scanning), two structure factors (documentation 
and formalization), and four performance factors (quality assurance, communication, reliability, and 
responsiveness) emerged. Table 3 presents a definition for each of these factors. 
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Table 2. Indices of Fit for the Confirmatory Factor Analysis * 
Goodness of fit 
Desired 
levels 
IS department 
strategy 
IS department 
structure 
IS department 
performance 
2 Smaller 95.11 44.10 136.57 
df  48 19 98 
2/df  3.0 1.98 2.32 1.39 
GFI  0.90 0.93 0.95 0.92 
AGFI  0.80 0.89 0.90 0.90 
Stand. RMR  0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 
RMSEA 0.05 – 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.04 
NFI  0.90 0.9 0.92 0.90 
CFI  0.90 0.94 0.95 0.96 
# latent variable  4 2 4 
Total # items  12 8 16 
* The structure of this table was adapted from Teo et al. (2003) (2 = Chi square; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of Fit 
Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; NFI = Normed Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index) 
Table 3. Factors’ Definitions 
Factor Definition 
IS department strategy  
 IT principles Degree to which the IS department has policies outlining the 
acquisition and protection of IT assets  
 IT effort Degree to which the IS department works on enhancing its 
operations 
 Recovery planning Degree to which the IS department equips itself with ways to react 
with technological disaster 
 IT resource scanning Degree to which the IS department stays updated on new existing 
technological advancements and innovations 
IS department structure  
 Documentation Degree to which the IS department has developed documents that 
define its internal structure. 
 Formalization Degree to which rules and policies govern the IS department and the 
extent to which it exercises control to enforce them 
IS department performance  
 Quality assurance Degree to which the IS department adopts measures to evaluate its 
services 
 Communication Degree to which the IS department communicates with other 
organizational employees and updates them on the delivery of 
services and projects 
 Reliability Degree to which the IS department performs IT services dependably 
and accurately 
 Responsiveness Degree of availability of IS personnel and their promptness in 
responding to requests  
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Once the factors were identified, Cronbach alpha values for internal consistency were computed in order 
to assess the reliability of each factor. All factors that were considered in the final solution had alpha 
values greater than 0.70, except for two factors in the performance section, which had an alpha of 0.64 
and 0.66, respectively. These two factors were retained in the final analysis given their moderate-high 
values and the exploratory nature of the project. Table 4 presents these factors along with their Cronbach 
alpha value. Descriptive statistics for each variable are provided in Table 5. An example of the way the 
questionnaire was presented to the respondents is presented in Appendix. 
Table 4. Factors and Items per Construct 
IS Department Strategy IS Department Structure IS Department Performance 
IT principles (α = 0.73) 
– Follows specific criteria when 
acquiring new information 
systems 
 Has very strict security 
measures in place 
 Has a policy outlining the need 
for security and confidentiality 
 
IT effort (α = 0.74) 
 Makes effort to improve the 
quality of services 
 Makes effort to increase 
number of services 
 Works on increasing its overall 
efficiency 
 Works on developing 
innovative approaches to its 
operations 
 
Recovery planning (α = 0.90) 
 Has a complete disaster 
recovery plan 
 Completed the implementation 
of its disaster recovery plan 
 
IT resource scanning (α = 0.71)  
 Strives to adopt leading edge 
technologies 
 Performs technology scanning 
to identify potential 
information technology 
 Has an institutionalized 
technology scanning approach 
Documentation (α = 0.77) 
 Lines of authority are precisely 
defined 
 There is documentation 
describing departmental 
internal structure 
 There is documentation 
representing departmental 
rules and policies 
 IS department personnel have 
clear and detailed job 
descriptions 
 IS department personnel are 
kept updated on current IT 
projects 
 
Formalization (α = 0.81) 
 Lower level IS employees have 
to follow a formal procedure to 
communicate with top IS 
executives 
 Lower level IS employees 
communicate with top IS 
executives through direct 
manager only  
 Communication on job related 
matters is predominantly 
vertical 
 IS department personnel have 
to get approval from 
supervisors on decisions 
 IS department personnel have 
to follow a systematic approach 
when making decisions 
 IS department personnel 
communicate through formal 
channels 
Quality assurance (α = 0.66) 
 Collects metrics to identify 
areas in its operations that need 
improvements 
 Fulfills service level agreements 
with different business units in 
the organization 
 
Communication (α = 0.93) 
 Informs other departments’ 
employees about the delivery 
date of IS services 
 Informs other departments’ 
employees about the delivery 
date of IS projects 
 
Reliability (α = 0.86) 
 Delivers IS services on time 
 Delivers IS services on budget 
 Delivers IS services up to the 
desired quality 
 Achieves its yearly goals 
 Delivers error-free services 
 Does what it promises to do 
 Performs IS services accurately 
the first time 
 
Responsiveness (α = 0.64) 
 IS department personnel solve 
all support calls that are 
received each day 
 IS department personnel 
respond to other departments’ 
employees requests promptly 
 IS department personnel are 
able to solve all organizational 
IT-related problems 
 IS department personnel are 
willing to stay after-hours if 
needed 
 IS department personnel are 
too busy to respond to users’ 
requests (reversed) 
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A descriptive overview of the resulting factors of the IS department strategy reveals a high focus in the IS 
departments on IT principles and IT effort (mean = 4.24 and 4.19, respectively). This indicates that the IS 
departments surveyed follow specific IT principles in relation to acquiring new IS and ensuring security 
and confidentiality. It also shows that IS departments make the necessary efforts to improve the number 
and quality of their services and increase their efficiency. Lower scores were observed on the two other 
factors representing the IS department strategy: planning for disaster recovery (mean = 3.69), and 
performing technology scanning and adopting leading edge technologies (mean = 3.20). This gradation 
between the four factors may be explained by the reality of IS departments that need to implement and 
follow IT principles that will help them to stay focused on IT activities that have direct value, and are 
associated with clear and prompt benefits for the organization. However they have less time and resources 
available to plan for unfortunate and/or potential events that could happen in a near or far future. 
Therefore developing and implementing a disaster recovery plan or scouting for emerging technologies 
remain two important factors but weight a bit less when compared to the two first ones. It seems that 
contemporary IS departments are under a lot of pressure to justify their contribution and expenditure to 
the extent that they are pushed towards focusing on and investing in activities that have direct value, and 
are associated with clear and prompt returns such as the number and quality of services, efficiency, 
security, and confidentiality.  
The overall IS department structure score was the lowest of the three constructs (mean = 3.16). The scores 
on the two factors representing the IS department structure show that the level of documentation (mean = 
3.74) in the sample was higher than the level of formalization (mean = 2.58). This suggests that the IS 
departments have more documentation describing their internal structure, rules and policies, and lines of 
authorities while following to a limited extent formal procedures of communication and systematic 
approaches for decision making. Based on the findings, IS departments appear to have put forward formal 
procedures of communication and systematic approaches for decision making. Although, it seems that 
they have a relatively fluid structure, which allows them flexibility in addressing the increasing demands 
and making rapid decisions, without doing it at the expense of documentation. 
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables 
Overall sample (n = 217) Mean Median SD Range 
IS department strategy 3.87 3.92 0.52 2-5 
 IT principles 4.24 4.33 0.69 1-5 
 IT effort 4.19 4.25 0.57 2-5 
 Recovery planning 3.69 4.00 1.15 1-5 
 IT resource scanning 3.20 3.33 0.76 1-5 
IS department structure 3.16 3.13 0.71 1-5 
 Documentation 3.74 3.75 0.83 1-5 
 Formalization 2.58 2.50 0.87 1-5 
 
IS department performance 4.00 4.00 3.99 3-5 
 Quality assurance 4.33 4.00 0.66 2-5 
 Communication 4.00 4.00 0.48 2-5 
 Reliability 4.00 4.00 0.45 2-5 
 Responsiveness 3.67 3.50 0.85 1-5 
 
Last, the overall IS department performance score was highest of the three constructs (mean = 4.00). This 
may be inflated given the self-reporting nature of the questions. However the questions addressing the 
performance of the IS departments inquired about facts rather than perceptions, which would decrease 
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the impact of self-reporting. IS departments reported high levels of quality assurance (mean = 4.3o), 
communication (mean = 4.00), and reliability (mean = 4.00). However, responsiveness (mean = 3.67) 
was the lowest value among all performance factors. This shows that assuring quality through process 
monitoring, informing employees about the delivery date of services and projects, offering quality of 
services, on time and budget, as well as solving problems. IS departments indicated lower scores on 
promptly solving support calls and requests, and ability to adequately respond to all IT-related problems 
which may be an indication that they struggle with their limited capabilities to fully support the needs of 
their respective organizations in a timely manner. 
When looking at the correlations of the attributes with performance for the whole sample, all attributes 
except formalization show significant (p<0.01) correlation with overall performance (IT principles: 
0.46**; IT effort: 0.45**; Recovery planning: 0.33**; IT resource scanning: 0.37**; Documentation: 
0.49**; Formalization: -0.07 n.s.).  
Cluster Analysis 
Cluster analysis enables the identification of groups of cases with similar properties that differ from the 
properties of other clusters (Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984). A score for each factor was computed. 
Hierarchical cluster analysis using Ward’s method was performed on all the cases based on the computed 
factor scores. Hierarchical cluster analysis forms clusters by searching for the most similar cases in the 
database and grouping them together in one cluster. Ward’s method provides minimum variance within 
clusters (Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984). 
Hierarchical cluster analysis was performed in order to identify groups of IS departments with similar 
attributes of their strategy and their structure. A three-cluster solution was found to best represent groups 
of IS departments following an examination of the dendogram, whereby the hierarchical tree was cut at 
the level where there is a big jump in joining two clusters together (Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984; Lai 
et al. 2007). Furthermore, in order to confirm the number of clusters that best suits the data, the change 
in the agglomeration coefficient was checked (Ketchen and Shook 1996), and the 3-cluster solution was 
found to be the best solution. One way ANOVA was used to identify the differences between IS 
department strategy and IS department structure across the uncovered clusters. IS department 
performance was also compared to see if different clusters showed different performance levels. 
Table 6 presents factor scores across the three clusters. As previously done by Raymond and Croteau 
(2006), F-tests were conducted and significant differences (p = 0.00) were observed on the overall scores 
as well as on the ten factors representing the main constructs. Conducting a more detailed analysis as 
suggested by Raymond and Croteau (2006; 2009), pairwise comparisons between means using 
Tamhane’s T2-test was adopted and performed on the overall score for each construct and on each factor 
per construct. Subscript letters (a to c) indicate if results are significantly different from one cluster to 
another. When variable scores in a same row have different subscripts, it means that they are significantly 
different from each other.  
When looking at the IS department strategy, there were also significant differences when considering each 
factor between cluster 1 on one hand, and clusters 2 and 3 on the other hand. Cluster 1 has significantly 
higher scores on all IS department strategy factors compared to clusters 2 and 3. The differences between 
clusters 2 and 3 are not significant with respect to IT principles, IT effort, and IT resource scanning; 
however, a significant difference was identified between the three clusters in relation to recovery 
planning, which had a higher score in cluster 1.  
Furthermore, pairwise comparisons for the IS department structure factors indicate that there are 
significant differences in the level of documentation and formalization between all three clusters. Cluster 1 
has the highest scores on both documentation and formalization, followed by cluster 3, then cluster 2. The 
pairwise comparisons between the three clusters on the factors of the IS department performance indicate 
that there are significant differences between cluster 1 on one hand, and clusters 2 and cluster 3 quality 
assurance and responsiveness. Significant differences were also observed on the factors representing 
communication and reliability between cluster 1 and cluster 3. 
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When assessing the performance of the IS department achieved by the respondents in each clusters, we 
observe significant differences in performance levels for almost all the components of performance. The 
combination of strategy and structure choices do seem to influence the IS department performance.  
In summary, each cluster reflects a distinct configuration of IS departments in relation to their strategy 
and structure attributes, and is characterized by different levels of performance. Results reveal that 
indeed there exist three distinct and different configurations emerging from the mapping of IS 
department strategy and IS department structure attributes, which provides a positive answer to first 
research question. Because each cluster has distinct level of performance, our findings also positively 
answer to second research question, which was questioning the level of performance associated to each 
configuration. 
Cluster analysis produced three different clusters that vary in relation to their IS department strategy and 
structure. In order to better interpret the results, the approach used by Bergeron et al. (2001) was 
followed, and a table was constructed to represent the mean value for each factor with a category “Low” 
(L), “Medium” (M), or “High” (H) (Table 7). This categorization relied on dividing the sample into a lower, 
middle, and upper third percentile. Accordingly, an average that falls in the lower 1/3 percentile is 
represented by L; an average that falls in the upper 1/3 percentile is represented by H; the remaining 
average in the middle is represented by M.  
Table 6. Clusters Results 
 
Cluster 1 
(n=48) 
Cluster 2 
(n=98) 
Cluster 3 
(n=71) 
ANOVA F* 
IS department strategy 4.36a 3.89b 3.51c 60.6 
 IT principles 4.60a 4.20b 4.04b 10.3 
 IT effort 4.51a 4.16b 4.01b 12.3 
 Recovery planning 4.55a 4.12b 2.53c 114.7 
 IT resource scanning 3.81a 3.08b 2.95b 25.2 
IS department structure 3.83a 2.68b 3.38c 85.8 
 Documentation 4.35a 3.41b 3.79c 25.1 
 Formalization 3.31a 1.94b 2.96c 92.6 
 
IS department performance 4.22a 4.00b 3.84c 14.5 
 Quality assurance 4.57a 4.28b 4.22b 4.7 
 Communication 4.14a 4.03a 3.85b 5.8 
 Reliability 4.18a 4.01b 3.86c 7.9 
 Responsiveness 4.21a 3.61b 3.38b 16.1 
* All differences were significant at p = 0.00 
a, b, c Within rows, subscript letters (a to c) indicate homogeneous subsets resulting from Tamhane’s T2 test, where significant 
pairwise differences between means were obtained.  
 
When looking at each cluster through this complementary presentation of the results, one can observe 
that Cluster 1 has the highest number of high values, on the overall scores per construct but also per factor 
for each construct. The only medium values are observed for the IT principles, the quality assurance and 
the communication factors, although they were still higher than the values observed in the two other 
clusters. Cluster 1 includes 48 IS departments that have high focus on IT resource scanning, IT effort, and 
recovery planning along with medium focus on IT principles. They have high levels of documentation and 
formalization. Those IS departments have the best performance among all IS departments, as indicated 
by their high reliability and responsiveness, and medium level of communication and quality assurance.  
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Cluster 2 includes the largest number of IS departments (n = 98) that are more concerned about the 
strategy of their department (scored medium on all strategy factors) than they are with the way they are 
administered (scored low on structure factors), and have a medium level of performance (falling in-
between the two other clusters).  
Cluster 3 includes 71 IS departments that seem to put more emphasis on their structure than on their 
strategy. They indicate medium focus on IT principles and IT effort, and low focus on recovery planning 
and IT resource scanning. They have medium levels of documentation and formalization. Those 
departments indicated the lowest performance scores compared to the other IS departments, as indicated 
by their medium level of communication and quality assurance and low reliability and responsiveness.  
Table 7. Interpretation of the Clusters’ Scores 
 
Cluster 1 
(n=48) 
Cluster 2 
(n=98) 
Cluster 3 
(n=71) 
IS department strategy H M L 
 IT principles M M M 
 IT effort H M M 
 Recovery planning H M L 
 IT resource scanning H M L 
IS department structure H L M 
 Documentation H L M 
 Formalization H L M 
 
IS department performance H M L 
 Quality assurance M M M 
 Communication M M M 
 Reliability H M L 
 Responsiveness H M L 
Discussion 
To discuss the results and the emerging configurations of the IS departments, we remained within the 
2012 Summer Olympics spirit and assigned a medal to each cluster: gold goes to Cluster 1, silver to 
Cluster 2 and bronze to Cluster 3, based on their level of performance. 
Cluster 1 is awarded the gold medal. Those IS departments have scored the highest on strategy, structure 
and performance. They are capable to see far away, are well equipped for their tasks and are high 
achievers. They show a strong sense of strategic orientation, have a solid documented and formalized 
structure, and perform better than the others.  
Cluster 2 receives the silver medal. This configuration represents IS departments that are more strategy 
oriented than structure oriented, and achieve lower levels of performance than the gold medalist. Here, IS 
departments put more emphasis on adjusting their strategy to the organizations they are supporting than 
they do in setting their structure. Their adjustment is a sign of adaptation to what they sense is happening 
around them. However, they seem to neglect their internal organization elements.  
Cluster 3 is granted the bronze medal. The IS departments of this cluster have indicated a high capacity of 
organizing themselves, a strong sense of what the division of labor should be, and an ability to solve 
complex problems. However, they lack some strategic view and have some limitations when time comes to 
communicate and be responsive to outside attributes. Therefore, their emphasis on their internal 
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organization impedes their capacity to meet the needs of their end-users and other entities within the 
organization. They obtained the overall lowest score on their strategy and performance that the two 
others. 
Interestingly, and despite the differences between the three clusters on the ten factors representing the 
three main constructs, some similarities were observed. A medium score was observed for IT principles 
across all three clusters, which indicates that, regardless of their focus or level of performance, IS 
departments moderately introduce security measures and plans, and moderately follow specific criteria 
when acquiring new IS. In light of the need to balance the cost and effort (time, resources) associated with 
the introduction of strict principles for security and new IS on one hand, and the need to have easy 
accessibility to data and information on the other hand, IS departments appear to have reached a 
moderate state that does not present challenges to the daily operations. Although there is a need to 
protect information, it is also important that such effort does not come at the expense of making it 
difficult to access the needed information by the right persons on time.  
When looking at the correlations between the strategy and structure attributes and the ones for 
performance, one could have expected that the values taken by the variables would be aligned in each 
cluster since, with the exception of formalization, correlations are positive and significant. However, more 
complex patterns are observed, notably for the documentation. They suggest that organizations select 
these attributes all together, and not in a piece-by-piece manner. Further analysis shall investigate the 
inter-relations between the different attributes, and how these inter-relations impact performance.  
IS departments across all three clusters reported medium levels of quality assurance and communication. 
It is not clear why these departments tend to only moderately inform employees about the delivery dates 
of services and projects, but it might be explained by the uncertainty of the environment in which they 
operate. The inability to always predict the exact date for the delivery of services and projects may be the 
reason behind this finding. Since these outside conditions are probably similar for all types of IS 
departments, it might explain why they do not differ on that performance metric. In addition, IS 
departments across all three clusters seemed to moderately collect metrics to identify areas for 
improvement in their operations, and fulfill service level agreements. This is an area that necessitates 
further attention given the importance of monitoring operations and processes for quality assurance. 
As one would expect because of the developed structure showed by the gold medalists, reliability for these 
departments is higher than reliability for other departments. Interestingly, the gold medalists are able to 
retain a form of agility (responsiveness) even if they put several structural attributes in place. Structure 
development does not impede responsiveness. Structure might be seen as an investment in capabilities to 
create a competitive advantage (in the sense described by Barney 1991), not as a way to stiffen the 
organization. The bronze medalists, focusing more on strategy than structure, are only able to achieve a 
medium level of responsiveness.  
Results also suggest that investments in strategy and structure dimensions are complementary. If the 
silver and bronze medalists had had superior attributes in their performance, the gold medalists might 
have been seen as a compromise. This was not the case. Optimality was achieved by putting the same 
(high) emphasis on both structural and strategic aspects.  
Conclusion 
The survey, which was conducted among 217 top IS decision-makers, provides interesting results. First, 
original constructs measuring the strategy, structure and performance of the IS department were 
developed and showed to be reliable. Their content relates to some significant actions taken by IS 
directors to attain their departmental goals, and structure their unit in such a way that it can respond well 
to their obligations and to the needs of their organizations. The performance construct indicates that IS 
departments have identified ways to assess whether they are doing what they are supposed to do, they are 
doing it well, they are communicating properly, and they are being perceived as reliable.  
When looking at the uncovered configurations, IS departments in the first cluster appear to be the elite in 
terms of focusing on their strategy and their internal organization through which the IS department is 
administered, since they had high overall IS department strategy and structure scores. Their performance 
was also the best among all IS departments in the sample. We awarded them the gold medal because they 
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picture their role within their organization as a strategic key player. They plan ahead, scout the 
environment, organize themselves efficiently and answer to requests as soon possible. 
The second cluster received the silver medal. It assembles IS departments that put more efforts in 
improving the quality and the number of their services, developing innovative approaches to their 
operations in order to meet their users’ requests. They also inform the other departments of the level of 
advancement of there IS services, but pay less attention to their internal structure. They are oriented 
toward their environment. 
The last cluster, the bronze medalist, represents a group of IS departments that put more emphasis on the 
way they organize their structure through documentation and formalization, than they do on their 
strategy. As per our results, this approach makes them the least responsive and reliable ones of the three 
configurations. They are keen in getting organized and efficient about their tasks but it does not provide 
them with a solid capacity to surround their environment.  
One aspect that remains essential across the three configurations is the importance of developing and 
implementing clear policy outlining security and criteria for acquiring new applications (IT principles), 
setting clear guidance with regard to the way the department should operate (documentation), and finally 
putting in place some metrics in order to measure the quality of the operations (quality assurance). 
Whatever the score obtained on each of these three factors, they are the highest one for each configuration 
for each construct. 
This study contributes to the IS field by focusing on the IS department as a unit of analysis. Three genuine 
constructs have been developed to address this unit of analysis instead of mirroring constructs at the 
organizational level, as it done usually. This research applies the configurational approach and cluster 
analysis technique to identify clusters of IS departments based on their strategy and structure attributes. 
In addition, this study shows that the configurational approach provides an appropriate approach for 
identifying and characterizing IS departments. Specifically, it best describes the identity of the IS 
department in terms of its strategy and structure, two constructs that have been widely considered as 
reflective of a firm’s identity at the organizational level.  
One major finding of this study is that IS departments that focus on the strategy factors as well as the 
structure ones are linked to the highest performance levels. IS departments that know where they are 
going and have clear goals and orientation perform better than IS departments that rather focus on the 
rules, regulations, and administration aspects. A balance seems to lead to optimal performance. 
Nevertheless, IS departments need to be careful as not to emphasize on the aspects related to the internal 
structure and administration at the expense of clearly identifying their goals and outlining the ways to 
achieve them in order to ensure a good level of performance.  
The relationship between the IS department configuration and its performance is revealed through its 
strategic orientation and internal structure, with the strategic attribute being more dominant than the 
structure one. For that reason, and based on the findings of this research, if the IS departments were to 
prioritize in the absence of the possibility of equally devoting attention and effort to its strategy and 
structure, it should focus on the former. 
This research complements some previous work that was questioning if IS departments were playing a 
strategic role within their organizations, and what was the role and responsibility assumed by CIOs to 
guide their department (Agarwal and Sambamurthy 2002; Bassellier et al. 2003; 2004; Kaarst-Brown 
2005; Kettinger et al. 2011). However, it provides a different angle, with empirical results obtained 
through a survey, that offers some guiding principles on how IS departments can configure their strategy 
and structure, according to their choice of key performance indicators. Results show that configurations 
emerge. The different components of strategy and structure cluster in a limited number of groups.  
As for any research, this one has some limitations. First, the cross-sectional nature of this study precludes 
an examination over time of the relationships under study, which might provide a more complete image of 
the dynamics and environments in IS departments. Second, although the CIOs / IT directors represent 
key individuals in IS departments who are knowledgeable about the environment in these settings, data 
collection in the survey was limited to these respondents. The possible influence of policies such as the 
Sarbanes-Oxley Act that may affect the configurations and performance of IS departments was not 
considered. Finally, the inability to examine objective measures representing IS departments’ 
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performance due to variation in practice between IS departments in various organizations and lack of 
standard reporting approaches in this area further presented challenges in this research. 
This research, which focuses on IS departments, provides findings in this area that open the door for new 
research avenues. Future studies may perform in-depth investigation of the relationship between IS 
department strategy and performance, and IS department structure and performance, and examine the 
dynamics that affect these relationships. It would also be interesting to measure the extent to which the IS 
department performance influences the overall organization performance. It would provide information 
about the alignment of goals between IS departments and organizations. Furthermore, replication of the 
survey in other settings will increase its validity and applicability in various contexts, and provide insights 
on its generalizability. Although three clusters have been identified in this study, which represent the 
various configurations of IS departments in this sample, it is worthwhile replicating this research in 
industry specific settings as to identify any differences in relation to the IS departments configurations 
and performance. Last, future studies may expand on the current research and examine other 
perspectives related to the performance of IS departments like examining the perception of organizational 
employees. 
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